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MEMORANDUM

TO: Chairman Dellums and Members of the Committee on
Armed Services

VIA: Marilyn Elrod

FROM: Mike Higgins/Charlie Tompkins

SUBJECT: May 4 Hearing--Policy Implications of lifting the
Ban on Homosexuals in the Military

INTRODUCTION

This is the first hearing of a two-part series to examine
the policy implications of 1lifting the ban on homosexuals in the
military. The second hearing will be conducted on Wednesday, May
5.

OBJECTIVE

® Give all perspectives a fair hearing in a balanced forum.

® Give structure and focus to the debate.

® Explore issues that contribute to a better understanding
of the implications of 1lifting the ban.

BACKGROUND

Gay and lesbian advocate groups have focused on the lifting
of the ban on homosexuals in the military as an important step
toward gaining acceptance in society as a whole. These groups
seized on the success of the Persian Gulf War to make the case
that the gay presence in the military, which some believe to be
as great as 10 percent, did not detract from combat readiness and
is an issue worthy of public attention. -

After the war when a gay magazine "outed" a senior civilian
DOD official with access to classified material, then-Defense
Secretary Dick Cheney fueled the debate when he conceded that the
security risk aspect of this "inherited policy" was a "bit of an
0ld chestnut.”



National interest again focused on the issue in May 1992
when Tracy Thorn and Keith Meinhold, a young Navy lieutenant
aviator and a Navy petty officer, respectively, announced their
homosexuality before a natiocnally televised audience. In June,
the press recounted a General Accounting Office report citing
replacement cost figures that amount to over $28 million annually
for the Department of Defense to remove known homosexuals from
the armed forces. -

However, it was Presidential candidates Bill Clinton and
Ross Perot, who gave the issue national stature when they
announced their intent to lift the ban, if elected. 1In
expressing his intent to lift the ban, then-candidate Clinton
commented:

"T don't think it is right. People should have a right to
serve their country. And if denied the right...it should be
on the basis of behavior, not status."

After the election, then President-elect Clinton confirmed
his intention to eliminate prejudice when he commented:

"We've got a study that says a lot of gays perform with
.great distinction in thermilitary. I don't think status
alone in the absence of some destructive behavior should
disqualify people. How to do it, the mechanics of doing it,
I want to consult with military leaders about that.
There'll be time to do that. My position is we need
everybody in America that's got a contribution to make."

After the inauguration, Secretary of Defense Aspin
determined that a six-month delay in formal action was needed to
allow sufficient time to develcop a workable plan. By this time
the chiefs of the services and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs,
General Powell, were already on record as opposed to lifting th
ban. (See tab 1) :

In Congress, the focus fell on Senator Nunn who, despite
personal opposition to lifting the ban, was in a position to hold
off proposals to ledgislate a permanent ban and win approval for
the six-month delay needed by the President. (See tab 2)

The issue dominated national attention the last two weeks of
January as the press widely published accounts from both extremes
of the debate. National polling showed an America committed to
ending discrimination, but uncertain about the details of lifting
the military ban. However, polls of active duty service men and
women show an overwhelming .(75%) opposition to gays in the
military. (See tab 3)

By late January, Senator Nunn and the President had forged a
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compromise. Recruits would no longer be asked if they were gay
during the six-month delay, but the moratorium on separation of
gays that the President had hoped for was not included.
Separation of gays would continue, but those cases involving
homosexual status only would be placed in inactive ready reserve
status until a final policy is formulated. The Secretary of
Defense was tasked to review the policy and develop a plan to be
delivered to the President by July 15. (See tab 4)

On February 4, a proposal to legislate a permanent ban was
defeated in the Senate with the support of Senator Nunn. A
uniformed officer, Lieutenant General Alexander, has been
appointed to head the DOD study team, which was formed in early
April. The Department of Defense has also contracted with Rand
Corporation to produce an independent study.

EXISTING DOD POLICY

The department's guidance on homosexuality is contained in
Directives 1332.14, "Enlisted Administrative Separations," and
1332.30, "Separation of Regular Commissioned Officers for Cause."
The current policy evolved from the position adopted in 1941
during the mobilization for World War II. That policy was
grounded on the prevailing views that homosexual acts were
criminal behavior, and homosexuality was a mental disorder.
Department directives were revised in the 1980s to standardize
the service policies and clarify that separation was required for
homosexual acts, admissions, and marriages. The policy states
that:

"Homosexuality is incompatible with military service.
The presence in the military environment of persons who
engage in homosexual conduct or who, by their
statements, demonstrate a Brogensitx to engage in

J homosexual conduct, seriously impairs the
accomplishment of the military mission. The presence
of such members adversely affects the ability of the
military services to maintain discipline, good order,
and morale; to foster mutual trust and confidence among
service member; to ensure the integrity of the system
of rank and command; to facilitate assignment and world
wide deployment of service members who frequently must
live and work under close conditions affording minimal
privacy; to recruit and retain members of the military
services; to maintain public acceptability of the
military service; and to prevent breaches of security."

WITNESSES

Panel One: Supportive of Lifting the Ban
Colenel Lucian K. Truscott III, Retired Army



Colonel Karl Cropsey, Army, Retired

Ms. Tanya Domi, Former Captain U.S. Army, National Gay and
Lesbian Task Force

Reverend Dr. Paul H. Sherry, President, United Church of
Christ

Panel Two: Opposed to Lifting the Ban

Master Chief Petty Officer Chuck Jackson, USN, Retired, Non-
Commissioned Officers Assocliation (NCOA)

Colonel John Ripley, USMC, Retired, The Retired Officers
Association (TROA)

Chaplain (Brigadier General) James M. Hutchens, ARNG,
Retired, Director, Chaplain's Commission, National
Assoclation of Evangelicals

Brigadier General William Weise, USMC, Retired,

KEY ISSUES AND QUESTIONS
Military as Engine of Social Change

Questions:

(1) For Both Panels--Based on its track record with racial
integration and the integration of women, the military appears to
have unique strengths and capacity for effecting social change.
Could each member of the panel comment on whether the military
should be called to work this problem for America?

{2) For Both Panels--Would any of the panel members care to
comment on whether they believe attitudes can be changed and what
role, if any, should awareness and sensitivity training play in
any proposal for lifting the ban?

Privacy
Questions:

" (1) For Panel Cne--Heterosexual concerns about privacy need to be
addressed. Would each of you comment on how you believe the
privacy issue can be addressed?

(2) For Panel Two--Can you explain what is at the heart of the
privacy issue. What exactly do you expect gay men and lesbians
will do and how will it be different from what they do today?



Unit Cohesion

Questions:

(1) For Panel One--Given recent evidence that current members of
the military are overwhelmingly opposed to lifting the ban, it
would seem that unit cohesion will be a problem if the ban is
lifted. How would you propose the military should deal with this
problem? -

(2) For Panel Two--There are many open gays who contribute to the
success of organizations in this country. Is there something
different about cohesion in the military that suggests that gays
will not fit in and be part of the team?

(3) For Both Panels--Many of the editorials in recent months
about the gay ban contend that much of the concern about gays and
cohesion mirrors the rationale used to exclude minorities and
women from full participation in the military. Would any of the
panel members care to comment on this issue?

(4) For Both Panels--There have been examples of gay men and
lesbians who have enjoyed very successful military careers. This
would appear to suggest that gays and lesbians can and do fit in.
Would any of the panel members care to comment?

Religious Rights vs. Discrimination
Questions:

{1} For Both Panels (Rev. Sherry and Chap. Hutchens)--It is
recognized that the bible is often interpreted differently by
different people. Can you give your perspective of the bible on
this issue?

(2) For Both Panels--One question that appears to be prominent in
the rationale of both sides of the issue is the question of the
right to serve. Would any of the panel members care to comment?

(3) For Both Panels--One issue of concern to both gides of this
issue is the question of whether homosexuality is an individual
choice. 1Is homosexual orientation a matter of choice?

Health
Question:

(1) For Both Panels--The Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Health Affairs was widely reported to have declared that the
decision to retain or lift the ban on homosexuals should not be
based on medical issues as there is no link between sexual
orientation and health risk. Would any of the panel members care



to comment on this issue?

{2) For Both Panels--Do you believe that, if the ban is lifted,
that there will be an increase in the number of homosexuals who

will want to join the military?

Status vs. Conduct

Questions:

(1) For Both Panels--There is concern that gays will conduct
themselves inappropriately once allowed to serve openly in the
military. Would any of the panel members care to comment on
whether they believe this to be true or not, and why?

(2) For Both Panels--The military has always had the ability to

instill discipline and attract people willing to adhere to a
strict code of conduct. Would any panel members care to comment
on how these strengths should or should not influence the

decision to lift the ban?

{3) For Both Panels--Would any of the panel members care to

comment on whether they believe gays and lesbians share the same

~ values with heterosexuals that motivate a person to join the
military, such as patriotism and call to service?

(4) For Both Panels--Some would contend that homosexuals are
predatory and generally seek to convert uncertain youth. Would
any of the panel members care to comment?



HOMOSEXUALS IN THE MILITARY
GENERAL POWELL'S PERSPECTIVE

An examination of the views of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, gets to the heart of the
Department of Defense perspective on the debate.

General Powell narrowed the focus of the debate to the
heterosexual privacy issue with the following comments during
testimony before the House Budget Committee:

"Tt's difficult in a military setting where there is no

_privacy, where you don't get a choice of association,
where you don't get a choice of where you live, to
introduce a group of individuals--proud, brave, loyal,
good Americans, but who favor a homosexual lifestyle--
and put them in with heterosexuals who would prefer not
to have somebody of the same sex find them sexually
attractive, put them in close proximity, ask them to
share the most private facilities together, the
bedroom, the barracks, latrines, the showers."

"I think it would be prejudicial to gcod order and
discipline to try to integrate that into the current
military structure.” .

In short, this is the intuitive "military judgement" argument on
which the Department now bases the policy excluding homosexuals.

In April 1992, Mrs. Schroeder challenged General Powell's
apprehension and privacy reasoning as little more than the same
unsupported rationale used to defend racial segregation in the
military at the beginning of World War II. General Powell
offered the following comments in rebuttal:

"Skin color is a benign, non-behavioral characteristic.
Sexual orientation is perhaps the most profound of
human behavioral characteristics. Comparison of the

. two is a convenient but invalid argument. As Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as well as an African-
American fully conversant with history, I believe the
policy we have adopted is consistent with the necessary
standards of order and discipline required in the armed
forces." .

After the election in mid-November 1992, General
Powell's comments reflected a desire to work with the new
President-elect:

"In the final analysis, it's a judgement that will have
to be made, and appropriately so in our system, by our
civilian leaders--the President of the United States,
Congress, and the armed forces of the United States



will do what we are told to do."
In December 1992, General Powell observed:

"I have never been of the view that this would break
the armed forces of the United States if we went in
this direction. I am also not of the view that some
newspapers are, that there will be mass resignations."

"It is not just the views of a bunch of old generals
and admirals who won't get with it or who have failed
to read the lessons of the past in the black experience
in the military. I frankly get a little testy about
that. I am well familiar with the black experience in
the military. I need no lectures. And I have read the
history quite thoroughly. I think it is different.

But the considered judgement would be....at the end of
the day, we will handle this the American way. We will
take our instructions from the President and the
Congress. And once we receive those instructions we

will execute them."

During this period, all the Joint Chiefs reaffirmed
their commitment to executing the instructions of the
President, while at the same time making clear that they
opposed lifting the ban. They subsequently had
opportunities to make their case to the Secretary of Defense
and the President on January 22 and 25, respectively.



HOMCSEXUALS IN THE MILITARY
SENATOR NUNN'S PERSPECTIVE

June 21, 1992, Meet the Press:

"I am concerned about privacy and I'm concerned about people
in the miliary who expect some degree of privacy."

"I support Colin Powell's statement that he made before the
committee, which was, in essence, that we ought to keep the
policy as it is, but I think we ought to also recognize
there are a lot of dedicated people who are gay in the
military and many of them are doing a commendable job. But
when the situation arises, when it comes up, other people
have rights, too. Those who are not gay have rights, and we
most of all have to put firgt and foremost the morale and
cchesion of the military. This is not like an ordinary
job."

November 15, 1992, Face the Nation:

"The military is not like any other occupation. It's not
like civilians. You don't go home at night. You live  in
the barracks many times, you're out in the field many times,
and there are an awful lot of complications here."

rT would like to hear a lot more evidence."

‘"I think it ought to be studies as much as necessary to make
sure that when he does implement it....the military's fully
prepared for it, and you don't have....violence against
homosexuals."

"If you did it overnight, I'd fear for the lives of people
in the military....I think there could be some very
emotional feelings."

"What we do not want to do is overload the system. We are
undergoing a lot of cuts now. We are struggling with the
whole question of women.in combat and how far to go in that
direction. We are trying to do everything we can to cut out
sexual harassment, which is a problem.”

January 25, 1993, Press Conference:

"My own view is that I don't have any count on how people
stand in the Senate. I don't know whether there are 30
votes to uphold the existing policy, or 60 votes or--I'm not
sure."

"I support the current policy, and I've said that on a
number of occasions. I do believe we ought toc have
hearings."



"and I think the Congress 1is going to have to address this
policy.™"

"I think something's fundamentally flawed when the people--
the men and women in the miliary--have an issue that is as
vital to them that affects them, and they never have been
heard from. And I believe they ought to be heard from. And
I can assure the men and women in the military that they
will be heard from, whatever their views."

When asked about the President's political strategy for
lifting the ban as presented by the Secretary of Defense in
a leaked memo, Senator Nunn said, "Well I'll just say that
if there's a strategy there, that it hasn't been explained
to me."

January 29, 1993, News Conference:

"If there is one thing I've learned on military matters in
my 20 years of serving in the United States Senate and
working with the military virtually every day, it is that
our armed forces function well if we respect and support
their basic requirements for cohesion and effectiveness."

"Resolving this conflict between individual rights and the
basic needs of our military is always difficult, but our
nation has had an effective military because we have
achieved an acceptable balance over the years. The balance
must be maintained.”

March 21, 1993, Meet the Press

"There have been many people who are gay and, I'm sure,
lesbian, who have served with great distinction and probably
continue to but the difference is they haven't done so
openly, and when they do so openly, that puts an entirely
different framework and it gives a great deal of discomfort
to an awful lot of people who are heterosexual. And that
level of discomfort has a great deal to do with unit
cohesion, and unit cohegion has a great deal to do with
whether we can fight effectively, which is the bottom line."

"I think this problem could go away if everyone would keep
their private behavior to themselves. But that's not what
some groups want to do; they want to be able to declare
their sexual orientation--and that's where the problem comes
in with an awful lot of other people."



HOMOSEXUALS IN THE MILITARY
PUBLIC OPINION TRENDS

Since 1977, polls have reflected a consistently increasing
acceptance of homosexuals among Americans. This trend peaked in
April 1991 with a poll conducted by Penn & Schoen Associates for
the Human Rights Campaign Fund on Public Attitudes Toward
Homosexuals.

The poll set high water marks on two questions: (1) 80
percent of the respondents thought that homosexuals should have
equal rights to jobs; and (2) 65 percent of the respondents
thought that homosexuals should be admitted to the armed forces.
Since 1977 Gallup polls have shown a steady increase in tolerance
of homosexual rights in the job market and the armed forces. For

~ example, in 1977 only 56 percent of Americans agreed to equal

rights for jobs, and only 51 percent advocated homosexuals in the
armed forces (Two charts showing the historical trends are
attached).

Perhaps even more telling was the 81 percent of respondents
to the Penn & Schoen poll who believe that homosexuals doing a
good job in the military should not be separated because cf their
sexual orientation.

It appeared as understanding of homosexual issues and
awareness of homosexual contributions to society had grown
throughout the 1980s, that society had grown more accepting of
homosexual rights. This conclusion seemed to predict the
inclusion of homosexuals in the military, if not now, at some
future date. It would also seemed to erode a primary argument
against gays in the military that suggests severe damage to
recruiting will result from the inevitable loss of public
confidence when the ban on homosexuals is lifted.

In November 1992, in the final days of the election, support
to allow gays to serve in the military remained strong 57% (USA
Today poll). However, just 10 days later on November 22, a week
after the President had reaffirmed his intent to lift the ban, a
Newsweek poll showed 61% of the respondents recommending that the
President delay lifting the ban, and only 48% supporting the
proposal for gays to serve in the military. This was the first
time since 1977 that support for gays in the military had dropped
below 50%.

This appeared to highlight a dichotomy in American thinking.
Most Americans are opposed to discrimination in principle, but
when confronted with the reality of change, old concerns about
homosexuality caused many Americans to respond caution.



In December 1992 and January 1993 the national press was
focused on the issue and the polls recorded some of the more
subtle the views of an American public:

December 18, Associated Press--44% favor gays in the
miltiary; 45% oppose gays in the military; 55% of those who
know a gay person favor gays in the military; and 76% favor
equal rights in job opportunites for gays.

January 24, Newsweek--72% favor gays in the military, if
they stay in the closet; 53% favor no change in the policy.

January 27, New York Times/CBS--69% of those who know a gay
favor lifting the ban; 48% oppose lifting the ban.

January 27, Gallup/Newsweek--53% oppose gays in the
military.

January 27, Los Angeles Times--47% disapprove of gays in the
miltitary; and 45% approve of gays in the military. :

In February, two polls of attitudes among active duty
military were announced:

Northwestern Sociologists~-78% of the men oppose lifting the
ban; and 47% of the women oppose lifting the ban.

Los Angeles Times--74% oppose lifting the ban; and 81% said
gays would be subject to violence if allowed to serve.

On April 23, a Wall Street Journal/NBC News poll found that
42% favor lifting the ban; and 47% favor lifting the ban.
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For Imnediate Reloxsal January 2%, 1993

STATEXENT OF DBPARTHENT OF DEFEUSE POLICY REGARDING HOMOBEXUALS
; IN THE NILITARY g

The President has directed the Secretary of Defense to
conduct a raview of the current pepartment of Defenses policy that
axcludes homosexuals fron military service and prepare a draft
exacutive order basad upon that review by July 15, 1993

Current Department ol Derense personnel pelicies relatsd to
this issue will remain in effect at least through July 15, 1993
vhile the Department of Defense is conducting the review directed
by the President, subject to the following quidance:

Pirgt, question regarding sexual erientation wilI be removed
from future Versions of the {nduetion applicatioen, and will not
be asked in the interim. The brietings on military justice which
all recruits are required to receive upen entry to nilitary
service and periodically thereafter under Article 137 of the
Uniform Code of Military Justics will include a detaiied
explanation of the applicable laws and Tegulatione governing
sexual conduct by members of the armed services.

Secoend, the Department of Justice is seeking continuances in
panding court-cases involving former service napbers wvho hava
been discharged on the basis of homosexuality and who are seeking
reinstatement into nilitary service. The continuances would
sreeze those cases pending the completion of the review directed
Py the Presidsnt. }

Third, commanding officers will continue to precess caces
under the current ceses and regulations related to homosexuality.

» cases involving homossxual esnduct will be processed
through actual separation and digcharge in accordance with

cgrront_policy.

# When a case involves only homosexual STatus and tho person
involved regquests & dischargs, the pereon will be releasad fronm
active Auty. : . ,

(MORR)
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Page Two

+ Cases involving acknowlsdged homosexual status being
contested by the individual will be preocessed through all
applicable stages, including notice of the baaise for saparatioen,
hearing before a board of officers, revievw 'of the board’s
recommendations by the separation authority, and action by the
separation authority teo discharge the person. If directed by the
Attorney General, the final discharge in the cases based only on
status will be suspended until the President acts on the
recconmendations of the Secretary of Defense with respect to
ourrent policy. A member whose discharge has been suspended by
tha Attorney General will be separated from active duty and
placed in the standby reserve. Individuals in the stanaby
reserve would have the option to return, upon reguest, to active
duty chould the current policy be changed. Those psrsonnel whose
cases have not been suspended will be discharged. '

t Commanding officers may, in the intaerests cf tha
individual of the unit concerned, direct changss in the
assignrnent of personnel during the course of separation
prooceodings. _



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

2N

! FEB 19N

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAEFF

SUBJECT: Administrative Separation Procedures

Effective immediately, all administrative separation cases of
Regular and Reserve military personnel by reason of homosexuality
will be referred to the Secretary of the military department con-
cerned for review and action as Separation Authority in accordance
with established policies, except as modified below.

Commanding officers will continue to process cases under the
current laws and regulations related to homosexuality. Cases involv-
ing homosexual conduct will be processed through actual separation
and discharge in accordance with current policy. When a case
involves only homosexual status and the person involved requests a
discharge, the person will be released from active duty.

For this purpose, “"homosexual status™ means “hose cases for which
discharce is authorized by the following provisions: :

a) DoD Directive 1332.14 (Enlisted Administrative Separations),
Enclosure 3, Part 1, subparagraph. H.l.c.(2).

b) DoD Directive 1332.30 (Separation of Regular Commissioned
Officers), Enclosure 2, paragraph. B.4.b.

Cases involving acknowledged homosexual status being contested by
the individual will be processed through all applicable stages,
including notice of the basis for separation, hearing before a board
of officers, review of the board’s recommendations by the Separation

Authority, and action by the Separation Authority to discharge the
person.

If the' Separation Authority determines that separation is
warranted in a case involving only homosexual status, the case shall
be referred to the Attorney General. The Attorney General may direct
that discharge in cases based only on status be suspended until the
President acts on the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense
with respect to current policy. A member whose discharge has been

.~ suspended by the Attorney General will be separated from active duty
and placed in the standby reserve.

74205
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Individuals in the standby reserve would have the option to
to active duty should the current policy be
have not been suspended will be

upon request,
Those personnel whose cases

return,
changed.
discharged.
in the interests of the individual or
in the assignment of personnel

Commanding officers may,
the unit concerned, direct changes
during the course of separation proceedings.

R
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Homosexuality was once medically defined as an aberrant
sexual behavior. However, years of medical, psychologic and
sexual research consistently failed to demonstrate the presenca

'of any specific biologic marker, clinical syndrome and/or
psychosoclal profile in practicing homossxuals of e¢ither sex.

By 1975, the American Psychological Association no longer
considered homosexuality an aberrant sexual behavior. By 197s,
the American Psychiatric Association enacted the same resolution
and removed homosexuality from its Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual. Shortly thereafter, the American Medical Association
adopted the same position. : -

It is important to note that high-risk behavior of any kind,
such as substance abuse, chemical addiction, drunk driving,
sexual promiscuity or domestic violence, is clearly associated
with specific human pathology, high-cost medical interventions,
uncertain rehabilitation, and long-term social, econémic and

political consequences.

Great caution is required, however, when identitying high-
risk baehaviors as the cause of a variety of problems found in
different social groups. In fact, from an epidemiclogical point
of view, specific risk-behavior incidence can be statistically , .
related to various racial, eccnomic, geographic, ethnic, ]
religious or other groups, and clearly is often not causal.

We-are not awvare of any scientific evidence that individual
sexual preferences, in and by themselves, be they homosexual,
heterosexual or bisexual, affect work productivity, scholastic
aptitude, disease incidence, medical costs or crime rate in the
population at large. In conclusion, since homosexuality, per se,
cannot scientifically be characterized as a medical issue, DoD
policies related to homosexual or heterosexual behavior should be
based. upon military personnel, unit and mission concerns and

considerations.



HONORABLE FLOYD SPENCE
HASC FULL COMMITTEE HEARING ON HOMOSEXUALS IN
THE MILITARY -- TUESDAY, 4 MAY 1993
Thank you Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank the Chairman for convening these hearings.
-While they reflect a éompromise on a very volatile and emotional
issue, I nonetheless believe that, combined with future
subcommittee hearings, they will allow all perspectives to be
heard.

Let me state from the outset that lifting the ban on
homosexuals serving in the military should not be a question of
civil rights, equal rights, or gay rights. The courts have
consistently upheld the military’s right to discriminate based on
the unique nature of what the military is, and what the military
does.

There is not, as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Colin
Powell has so eloquently reminded us, any analogy between lifting

the ban and the integration of blacks into the U.S. armed forces

following World War II. Nor does the battle for expanded



combat roles for women have much to teach us about the
irhplications of lifting the ban. One cannot legitimately draw
parallels between skin color or gender on the oﬁe hand, and
sexual orientation and bghavior on the other.

The only context within which we should be consi_dering' the
.issue of homosexualé (_)penly serving in the military is military
readiness -- that is, cohesion, discipline ;md morale. For those
who will argue that lifting the ban will not impact military
readiness, I contend thét yours is the burden of proof.

I believe that lifting the ban will have a negative impact on
readiness -- cohesion will suffer, discipline problems will increase,
and morale in the ranks will sink. Last February, the Los
Ahgeles Times conducted a poll of twenty-three hundred active
duty enlisted personnel at 38 military facilities around the
country. More than 3 out of 4 polled expreséed their disapproval
of President Clinton’s proposal to lift the ban. Whether broken
down by service or ethnic make-up, the numbers were essentially

the same. Of particular interest was the finding that 7 out of 10



women poiled believed that violence would be likely if the ban
-were lifted.

In an unpublished internal poll conducted by one of the
military services, 80% of the enlisted personnel polled believed
that lifting the ban would hurt recruiting, 85% anticipated
increased disciplinary problems, and 78% expressed discomfort at
the notion of sharing communal facilities. There were no
significant differences in data from the polling of officers.

How can sentiment of this intensity against lifting the ban
not negatively impact cohesion, discipline, and morale? Those
most affected by the President’s proposal to lift the ban are
sending a clear message that ought to be heard and listened to
before this debate reaches its conclusion.

Let me raise another troubling aspect to this issue; what are
the implications for lﬁilitary readiness if the broader gay agenda
in this country is introduced into day-to-day military life? For
those who might scoff at the notion, I contend that the very fact

that the President made his proposal or that these hearings are



being held reflects the very real influence of gay activism in parts
of this country.
On this point, I have no reason to doubt that homosexuals
_have served, fought, and died honorably in the U.S. armed forces
since the birth of this nation._ Likewise, I have no reason to
doubt the integrity or honor of Witnesses who will appear before
us today and tomorrow arguing that homosexuals only want to be
serve théir country. But how should decision-makers reconcile
these relatively narrow expressions of self-interest with the
broader gay agenda? o
How should decision-makers react to a November 1992 ACT
UP letter to the Superintendent of West Point that stated, [quote]
"we intend to sue in Federal Court as soon as the ban is lifted to
insure compensatory representation in the service
academies....Furthermore, we intend to see any official of a
military school charged in a civil rights violation if they attempt to
harass homosexuals"? [end quote] How should we view the two-

week old statement of the Executive Director of the National Gay



and Lesbian Task Force that, [quote] "d(_)wn the line, we will_ get
gay marriage. We’re going to get the military to recognize us and
our partners. We’re going to promote our agenda"? [end quote]

The point is, whether or not individual homosexuals want
nothing rﬁ'ore than to serve with honor, gay activism will demand
more. The consequent costs to re.adiness of turning the military
into a legal, soéial, and cultural battleground for years to come
are almost incomprehensible. I suspect that fears similar to these -
may have prompted'General Calvin Waller, the Deputy
Commander of Operation Desert .StQ_I‘vm and a supporter of
Candidate Clinton during the campaign, to contend last week
before the Senate that lifting the ban would turn the U.S. military
into a [quote] "second rate force." [end quote]

The costs to the many far exceed the gains for the few and
" this is why I believe the ban should remain in place. This is also
why I believe the burden of proof lies squarely at the feet of our
witnesses this morning.

Thank you Mr. Chairman.
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The American public has been deluded into a false understanding of the real purpose
of its military forces. More specifically, it sees the armed forces of the nation in a multi-
faceted role; as peace keepers, as primary disaster relief forces, as the nation’s first line of
humanitarian aid in foreign countries, as well as in our own country; as an enormously
Vsuccessful and proven platform for social engineering; and as vigilant, obedient and

receptive organizations eagerly prepared to do what it’s nation expects of it. The very last

thing the citizens of this nation expect of the military in our particular climate is its single

purpose for'existence; the fighting and the prosecution of war; especially violent and
protracted warfare on a large, continuous scale. ;mericans simply don’t see us that way
anymore. They have seen us in -these other roles so often ahd so successful that the
American mind is conditioned to their military as a helpful, sensitive organization as
opposed to a fighting, brutally efficient means of destroying the nation’s enemies; and
together with that, the expansion of our national policy through this means. In our present
role the armed forces have moved away from the traditional role of fighting and winning
into a more bizzare and unintended role as an engine of social change. We have become,
in effect, a large petri dish where social laboratories and experimenters can create new
systems or grow new models to test, if S’ou will, within a highly controlled group that which

they wish to create. In the armed forces today you hear such things as, "the rights of the
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‘individual," "career path,” "job protection" or “constitutionally protected freedoms," which
in my youth and later as a senior officer I never heard, ever, any discussion of these
subjects. We are and were simply the protectors of these free_doms and never did we have
the full embodiment thereof, nor did we expect to enjoy the full embodiment of
constitutional freedoms. To even think in these terms as a military man is patently
ludicrous and counterproductive to the mindset of a warrior who lnust think only of mission
accomplishment and the good of the unit. Never, ever may he think of his own personal

well being in this context.

Our freedoms and our protection come from you, the Congress.. From no one else.
You are statutorily and constitutionally required to<i'aise, to provide and to maintain us and
you also establish the policies under which we in the armed forces function. Let me stress
that again. You maintain us and you protect us. We cannot protect ourselves. We cannot,
as is the case in othel‘ forms of gouemment, close ourselves off from society, establish our
own rules and expect to isolate and self-govern. You must do that; you must do that for us.
Not to do that is an abrogation of the sacred trust which we feel in the armed forces with
you, the Congress, as protectors. As long as I've been a Marine, over thirty-five years, I
have know and felt very deeply seated within me the extraordinary lengths— the Congress
went to to protect and to look after the Marine Corps. One could even say that the Marine

Corps exists today in its modern form because of the National Security Act of 1947 which,
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in fact, protected and created the modern day Marine Corps. While in those days other
services and certainly the administration were trying to diminish; in fact, do away with, the
Marine Corps. So it is to you, the Congress, that we look for overview and for benevolent

_protection which we personally cannot do ourselves.

In the spirit of this understanding I must ask yoﬁ, how is it that you can suggest
anything that would knowingly from all indications, certainly from the overwhelming
majority of opinions of the American public, if not the overwhelming majority here in the
Congress, and certainly amongst the military itself (a percentage well over 3/4 in the 80 to
90 percentile range) how could you do anything that would have such a threat of destroying
our effectiveness, indeed destroying us altogether as would be the case in lifting the ban of

homosexuals in our ranks?

As you know, and as has been said here over and over, service in the military is a
privilege extended only to those who are fit and physically able to perform military service.
We in the military are very discriminatory. We have always been, and it must be so. We

- discriminate betwéen the too weak, the too tall, the too fat, the flat-footed, the disease
ridden, single parents, morally corrupt, drug users, alcoholics, or abusers of any substance;
we discriminate against the altogether good Americans who simply can’t be expected to

perform at our standards -- and our standards are high and obviously must remain high.
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To serve in the military is a privilege which must be guarded and lived up to every single
day by tile individual. It is no good to enter the military and having entered then quit.
Your performance must be at an exceptional level in order to remain; to be reenlisted and
to be promoted. Perhaps the greatest discrimination of all we practice is perhaps
eliminating from our ranks, by way of promotion or separation, those who do not have the

ability to proceed on.

Let’s talk about leaders for a moment. Especially combat leadership, of which I have
had a considerable amount of experience; mostly at the Company and Battalion level. All
Marines understand that to win in combat, and to keep focused on the mission, you have
to subqrdinate, to subjugate individual instinct fdr self-preservation -- and for personal
protection or cﬁmfort -- to the needs of the unit. The unit prevails. It is only the unit
which you must consider. The unit, it’s preservation, and of course the mission. Nothing
else matters. When an individual starts thinking about himself, or permits himself to be
distracted by anything, this distraciion can ultimately lead to destruction. In combat, if you
are distracted, even for an instant you will get people killéd and you will get yourself killed.
Homosexuals constantly focus on themselves; their so-called needs, what they want, their
entitlements, theif rights; they never talk about the good of the unit. It is this constant

focus on themselves; the inability to subjugate or to subordinate their own personal desire
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for the good of the unit; this is an instant indicator of trouble in combat; and frankly, even

not in combat.

Combat leadership is based exclusively and almost totally on trust. The unit
commander, the Platoon commander, the Company commander must trust in his Marines
doing what is expected of them; what they have been trained to do despite the great threat
to them. And the Marines trust in their commanders; that they will look after them and
get them out of this mess -- provide good judgement, good command calls and not expose
them unnecessarily to enemy threat. When sexuality enters the equation, these bonds of
trust are simply blown away. No one can trust a leader, nor can a leader trust a
.subordinate, if they think there are sexual feelings jﬁst beneath the surface. It makes no
difference if he’s suppressing those feelings, it makes trust virtually impossible. Trust is
also a function of character and all those elements that make up such character; respect,
loyalty up and down, and certainly courage, and the ability to make good judgements. Men
trust each other when they are alike; like values, similar training, the same objectives, the
traditional values given to them by their families before they entered the military. This
commonality breeds trust; trust in each other, and without this trust there will be no

leadership -- not on the battlefield -- not anywhere.
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If there is one overwhelming characteristic. of the battlefield with which I am
familiar,.it is the extreme and constant likelihood of deaih, serious injury, traumatic
wounds, torn, bleeding bodies seen so shocking that no one in this room could hardly
prepare or imagine them. Even realizing that this happens on a frequent, almost daily
basis, the combat veteran is still shocked at what he sees when his own men suffer such
.grievous injuries regularly. Consider the great fear that all military men, in or out of
combat, would have knowing that homosexuals serve with them who comprise at least 2/3
of all current AIDS cases and are far more likely to suffer from and spread infectious
~ diseases such as hepatitis, and syphilis than any other group. We see each of them as
infectious and life-threatening disease carriers. They are eleven times more probable of
having syphilis, they are eight tihes more probdble of having hepatitis and they are a
shocking, incredible, five thousand times more probable of having AIDS. How can any sane
person not feel threatened working around such an obvious, extraordinary threat to his
personal health. And in combat, the story becomes mdicalized on a comparison with non-
combat. This is where blood flows so freely thaf it is unusual throughout the day not to be
wearing someone’s else’s blood. Let me give you ah example, (the example of the shoot
down as Khe Sanh). It seemed to me in combat that on a regular basis, several times a
day, I was pinching off someone’s artery, sticking a thumb in a chest hole to prevent loss
of breath, giving mouth to mouth resuscitation, pouriqg a canteen of water into an open

- abdomen to flush out the filth and blood and try to find the wound, trying to gently put a
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man’s jaw back into place so he wouldn’t choke to death on his own blood, replacing eyes
back in iheir sockets, collecting limbs and throwing them in ponchos so that they could be
evacuated with the body. This was regular activity, normal activity -- not unusual at all.
Now can you imagine the extraordinary fear fighting men have thinking that at least some
of that blood may come from a homosexual who without question to our way of thinking
will carry a life threatening disease? I myself carry a very serious disease because pf having
been immersed in the blood of those around me. I am disabled because of this and it came
from normal circulﬁstances - not those imposed on me by the forced perversion of
homosexuals being around me. For a homosexual to claim that they are just like the rest
of us and that this won’t affect them and they will be, so to speak, "clean" is bloody
nonsense. We know they have hundreds of sexual partners during their lifetime and they
continue to engage in male to male sex not using condoms with no thought of the spread
of disease. Another realization recentiy is that they are far more likely to suffer from
intestinal disorders, know as gay bowel syndromc*;. To think that these walking repositories
of disease -- this alone would be imposed on the battlefield -- is beyond shocking and
virtually defies any logic whatsoever. No one, no one in this room, no one outside this
room, no one anywhere can challenge the logic of not putting that kind of added threat in
a combat environment. This could be a threat equal to the'enemy itself. A great threat
upon the health and the continuing existence of your own men. If Magic Johnson’s

teammates run from him on the basketball court because he has a open bleeding cut, can

RIPLEY/HASC



Page 8

you imagine how these men in combat will feel when they literally swim in each others
"blood duﬁng fire fights and evacuation of the wounded and dead. I don’t think you can
imagine that because I dare say none of you have experienced it -- not to that degree. But

I will tell you this, men will not do this! If you impose that in combat, on us, men will not

look after each other. I can tell you that as firmly as I sit here -- men will not look after
a bleeding, known homose)‘mal; they will not care for him, they will not give him mouth to
mouth resuscitation or any other form of aid if in fact it means they are threatening their
own life. This will not happen. If you impose this on us you are asking too much. Men
under fire will throw themselves on grenades to protect the rest, they will charge ahead of
the others to silence a machine gun knowing it will more than likely kill them; they will
protect each other from enemy fire under greatly hazardous conditions; but they will not,
openly, expose themselves to deadly diseases just because the individual himself is
irresponsible